INTRODUCTION
Entrepreneurship particularly entrepreneurship education is one of the best solutions to reduce the dependency of graduates on being employed (Ariff et al., 2014) . Upon realizing this, the Malaysian government has implemented several policies in the development of entrepreneurship in Malaysia. Among the policies are the New Economic Policy (NEP) (1971) (1972) (1973) (1974) (1975) (1976) (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) , the National Development Policy (NDP) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) , and the New Economic Model (NEM) (2010) . On top of that, the Higher Education Entrepreneurship Development Policy was launched on 13 April 2010 by the Ministry of Education (MOE) as the means to boost the development of more holistic and well-organized entrepreneurship programs. Specifically, the implementation of the policy aims to produce graduates from Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) with thinking and entrepreneurial attributes as well as to increase the number of entrepreneurs among graduates who are engaged in businesses. Along with the implemented policies, the government has also introduced various entrepreneurship programs in the development of entrepreneurship in Malaysia. All these initiatives reflect the Malaysian government's awareness on the importance of entrepreneurial activities and the significance of adopting entrepreneurship as a way to boost employment and economic development (Othman, Othman, & Ismail, 2012) . However, despite the policies implemented by the Malaysian government, studies done on the effectiveness of policy implementation are still lacking. Therefore, this paper aims to examine the achievements of the Strategic Plan on Entrepreneurship Development in Higher Education (2013) (2014) (2015) that is based on the Higher Education Entrepreneurship Development Policy (2010) on promoting entrepreneurial education in Malaysian HEIs by measuring the achievements through Key Performance Indicators that were developed by the Ministry of Education.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Several literatures have proposed the idea that early formal entrepreneurship education affects students' attitude, influences their future career direction, and at the same time, affects their entrepreneurial propensity when they become adults (Dinis et al., 2013) . This is because academic education offers students an opportunity to be aware of the latest developments in their selected fields by providing them a clearer view on how to implement them in a future business. In addition, it is also evident that entrepreneurs who are academically educated are more important in developing regional economies than academically low level entrepreneurs (Taatila, 2010) . There has also been much discussion in the academic community on the effect of education on future entrepreneurs' creation and the connection between university training and new ventures' success (Franke & Lüthje, 2004) . Since the education offered by a university mostly influences the career selection of students, universities can be seen as potential sources of future entrepreneurs (Turker, 2009 ). Universities and other educational institutions are expected to produce graduates who are well equipped with an entrepreneurial vision (Tessema Gerba, 2012) . Many universities around the world now offer courses that are related to entrepreneurship with the goal of promoting entrepreneurship as a future career among their students (Trivedi, 2014) . Ooi, Selvarajah and Meyer (2011) also indicated that the role of universities was found to be significantly associated with entrepreneurial intention among the students. A study conducted by Dohse and Walter (2010) provides empirical evidence that students at universities offering entrepreneurship education are more likely to develop a positive attitude towards pursuing an entrepreneurial career. Thus, it is important for universities to provide an entrepreneurially friendly environment in promoting and fostering the entrepreneurial culture (Ooi et. al., 2011) .
METHODOLOGY

Research Design
This study uses a cross sectional design to measure entrepreneurship education in Malaysian Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) focusing on public universities. The respondents are from the Entrepreneurship Centers in 20 public HEIs, as they have strong knowledge on entrepreneurship education practices in their universities and have access to data concerning entrepreneurship programs. A set of questionnaire is used as the research instrument. The questionnaires were distributed to the selected respondents via emails. Completed data was collected from 10 respondents who represent ten public HEIs in Malaysia. Some data was also retrieved from the Ministry of Education's database to provide a thorough analysis of the key performance indicators (KPIs).
Research Instrument
The questionnaire was designed using simple and unbiased wordings whereby respondents from each university can easily understand the questions and provide answers based on the data that they have. Questions were adapted and modified from the list of Key Performance Indicators that have been documented by the Ministry of Education through the Strategic Plan on Entrepreneurship Development in Higher Education (2013) (2014) (2015) . The questionnaire consists of 6 sections that represent the six thrusts in the Strategic Plan on Entrepreneurship Development in Higher Education (2013) (2014) (2015) . In each section, there are both close-ended questions that provide two choices, 'Yes' and 'No', as well as openended questions.
After the respondents have answered the questionnaire, a descriptive approach is used in analyzing the data from the questionnaire. It is important to note that the descriptive approach used only describes the data collected; it cannot determine cause and effect and it cannot draw conclusions from any of the relationships. Table 2 , among the total of 10 respondents, all of the respondents or 100% answered 'Yes' when they were asked whether they have Entrepreneurship Centers that have been upgraded to a responsibility center in their universities. However, when they were further asked whether the Entrepreneurship Center was established in 2013, 60% of the respondents answered 'Yes' while the other 40% answered 'No'. Half of the respondents also responded positively when they were asked about the existence of an advisory board at the Entrepreneurship Center. As presented in Table 3 , among the total of 10 respondents, 6 of the respondents or 60% answered 'Yes' while the other 40% answered 'No' when they were asked whether they provide 30% of courses that have learning outcome of management and entrepreneurial skills in their universities by 2015. When the respondents were asked whether there are 15% of practical elements included in the teaching of the entrepreneurial subject by 2015, 70% of the respondents answered 'Yes' while the other 30% answered 'No'. Half of the respondents also responded positively when they were asked about the development of a comprehensive guideline to improve industrial involvement by 2013. When the respondents were asked whether there are 50% of students who are involved in entrepreneurial activities and programs by 2015, 40% of the respondents answered 'Yes' while 60% of the respondents answered 'No'. Table 4 shows the KPI for the third thrust, which is to empower entrepreneurial development programs. When measuring this KPI, the respondents were asked to state the number of entrepreneurs that have been produced by their universities in a three-year period (2013, 2014, 2015) . Among the total of 10 respondents representing 10 universities, the highest number of entrepreneurs that have been produced is recorded by R4 with 100 entrepreneurs produced at his/her university, followed by R1 with 78 entrepreneurs produced at his/her university. R8 and R2 recorded 72 and 52 entrepreneurs, respectively. Both R3 and R9 recorded similar numbers of 50 entrepreneurs at their universities, followed by R6 with 30 entrepreneurs. The other two respondents, R5 and R7, recorded 20 and 10 entrepreneurs, respectively. Meanwhile, R10 has not provided the number of entrepreneurs that have been produced by his/her university making the total number of entrepreneurs who are born among HEI graduates in a three year period at 10 public HEIs at 462. However, when analyzing further on this, the recorded data available at the Ministry of Education shows that the total number of entrepreneurs born among HEI graduates is 1210 in 2013 and 1465 in 2014 whereas the data for 2015 is currently not yet available. Table 5 shows the KPI for the fourth thrust that is to enhance the competency of HEIs' entrepreneurship trainers and facilitators. When measuring this KPI, the respondents were asked to state the number of internal trainers and facilitators with expertise in entrepreneurship at their universities by 2015. Among the total of 10 respondents representing 10 universities, the highest number of entrepreneurial experts is recorded by R1 with 183 entrepreneurial experts at his/her university, followed by R6 with 128 entrepreneurial experts at his/her university. R9 and R5 recorded 50 and 40 entrepreneurial experts, respectively. Both R3 and R4 recorded similar numbers of 20 entrepreneurial experts at their universities, followed by R7 and R8 who recorded 15 and 4 entrepreneurial experts at their universities, respectively. Meanwhile, both R2 and R10 have not provided the number of internal trainers and facilitators with expertise in entrepreneurship at their universities making the total number of internal trainers and facilitators with expertise in entrepreneurship by 2015 at 10 public HEIs at 460. Table 6 shows the KPI for the fifth thrust that is to provide a conducive environment and ecosystem for entrepreneurship development. When the respondents were asked whether the students' satisfaction index towards entrepreneurship ecosystem has achieved 80% by 2015, 30% of the respondents answered 'Yes' while the other 70% answered 'No'. Table 7 shows the KPI for the sixth thrust that is to increase the effect of the implementation of HEIs' entrepreneurial education and development. When the respondents were asked whether they have one standardized KPI instrument, 60% of the respondents answered 'Yes' while the other 40% answered 'No'. However, when they were further asked whether the standardized KPI instrument was developed by 2013, half of the respondents or 50% answered 'Yes' while the other half answered 'No'. 
RESULTS
As presented in
CONCLUSIONS
Overall, it can be concluded that four out of six thrusts in the Strategic Plan on Entrepreneurship Development in Higher Education (2013) (2014) (2015) have been successfully achieved as of now. Those four thrusts include the first thrust, which is to empower the Entrepreneurship Center in every HEI, the second thrust, which is to provide holistic and well-planned entrepreneurial education and programs, the fourth thrust, which is to enhance the competency of HEIs' entrepreneurship trainers and facilitators, and the sixth thrust, which is to increase the effect of the implementation of HEIs' entrepreneurial education and development. Meanwhile, the other two thrusts that include the third thrust, which is to empower entrepreneurial development programs, and the fifth thrust, which is to provide a conducive environment and ecosystem for entrepreneurship development have failed to be achieved.
